because judges do not routinely have complete and accurate information about offenders and their cases, they may rely on perceptual short-hands or stereotypes around each focal concern to make sentencing determinations (Hawkins 1981; Steffensmeier, Ulmer and Kramer 1998).
It is through these short-hands that disparities can enter the decision-making process (Steffensmeier, Ulmer and Kramer 1998). For example, offender-level attributes are widely interpreted as having invoked perceptual short-hands/stereotypical imagery around risk.
Thus, young 'black' men are sentenced especially harshly because they are stereotyped as being as crime prone and dangerous (Steffensmeier, Ulmer and Kramer 1998). While previous sentencing research has tended to focus on offender conceptions that emanate from racial, age and gender differences, victim-offender relationships are also likely to invoke judicial short-hand or stereotypical scripts and images which influence sentencing (Miethe 1987; Albonetti 1991).
Blameworthiness and Harm
The focal concern of blameworthiness centres on judicial assessments of defendant culpability and the degree of harm caused by the offending (Steffensmeier, Ulmer and First, judges may view offences in which the victim and offender have an intimate or familial relationship as being less harmful than offences committed outside these relational contexts.
For example, in their mock sentencing research in Britain, Gilchrist and Blisset (2002: 360) concluded that "magistrates often minimised the severity of assault when it was committed against a partner". Other commentators have noted that the harm caused by non-domestic violence may be seen as greater than that caused by domestic violence, because the non- 
Risk (Community Protection)
The focal concern of risk (or community protection) involves judicial predictions about the future dangerousness of an offender, so it is concerned with an offender's future behaviour (Steffensmeier, Ulmer and Kramer 1998). Like blameworthiness and harm, sentencing judges make predictions about the risk offenders pose to the community based on factors such as current crime seriousness and criminal history. Attributions about future risk are particularly relevant in thinking about the handling of domestic violence cases. Non-stranger/domestic violence offenders could be perceived as less risky than stranger offenders because they pose minimal threat outside of the specific relationship in which the violence occurred (Hessick
2007).
Assumptions about the motivations for domestic violence offending (e.g. loss of control in emotionally charged intimate and familial situations; role of the victim in contributing to the behaviour) may influence perceptions of risk (Hessick 2007). As noted by Simon (1996a: 95), "stranger offenders are perceived to be more dangerous, unpredictable, and indiscriminate … compared to non-stranger offenders, who respond to the pressures of certain situations and are unlikely to recidivate". An attribution of emotional triggers linked to an intimate situation for criminal involvement is likely to decrease sentence severity, because within these contexts offenders are seen to pose little risk to the larger community (Albonetti 1991).
Practical Constraints and Consequences
The final focal concern-practical constraints and consequences-recognises that in making sentencing determinations, courts have to take into account a range of practical concerns, including: (1) organisational constraints, such as the need to ensure a regular case flow through the court (e.g. entering a guilty plea may reduce sentence severity because it speeds up the process); (2) the social costs of sentencing on the offender's family; (3) 
The Current Study
The current research extends our understanding of domestic violence and sentencing by addressing the two key gaps in prior research. We provide comparative multivariate analyses of the imprisonment-related sentencing outcomes for domestic versus non-domestic violence offences for all types of violent offences. In particular, we focus on two key research questions:
(1) Does the decision to imprison differ between domestic and non-domestic violence cases when perpetrators are sentenced under similar circumstances (i.e. with comparable demographics, plea, current and prior criminality)?
(2) Do domestic violence perpetrators receive prison terms similar to non-domestic violence offenders when they are sentenced under similar circumstances (i.e. with comparable demographics, plea, current and prior criminality)?
Based on our earlier discussion, as domestic violence cases will be perceived as less blameworthy and risky and with greater social costs, we anticipate domestic violence cases will be treated more leniently at sentencing in comparison to similar non-domestic violence cases.
The Study Site
To address these questions, we rely on New South Wales 
Independent Variables
The key independent variable of interest is whether the offender was convicted of a domestic violence-related offence. This was measured as a dichotomous variable, with '1' indicating that the principle offence was convicted under the domestic violence legislative provisions, and '0' any other personal (violent) offence. Our analyses also include measures that are standard in sentencing research, which can be grouped into two categories: offender social characteristics; and legal and case characteristics (see Table 1 for a description of their coding).
[Insert Table 1 about here]
Offender social characteristics. In this group, we include age of offender, sex of the offender and Indigenous status. Indigenous status is based on self-identification by the defendant (a key reason for "unknown" or "missing" values (8.62%) on Indigenous status). To retain 5,537 cases with unknown Indigenous status, we also include a missing dummy variable to minimise biasing the estimated coefficients.
Legal and case characteristics. We also include several measures of legal and case Index, ranks all offences in order of seriousness from 1 to 155 6 , with 1 as being the most serious and 155 being the least serious. To assist in the readability of the findings, this index 5 Not surprisingly, the count of prior proven criminal court appearances is positively skewed (4.926) and highly leptokurtic (104.074), ranging from 0 prior appearances to 122 prior appearances in the last 10 years from the current case. 6 The index includes two final codes (156 and 157) where there is no or inadequate data.
was reverse-coded, so that higher values reflect more serious offences. The second measure of the seriousness of the current offending is a dummy variable that indicates whether the offender had multiple conviction counts.
We 
Dependent Variables
As is typical in sentencing research, we treat the sentencing decision as a two-stage process 
Analytic Approach
To explore the effect of a domestic violence offence (compared to a non-domestic violence offence) on sentencing outcomes, we estimate a logit model of the imprisonment decision, and an ordinary least squares (OLS) model of the length of term decision. 8 There are a few issues to note.
First, we do not include a correction for sample selection bias in our models. Typically, studies of imprisonment-related outcomes include a hazard rate (commonly a form of the of term which logs the dependent variable due to a skewed distribution, the length of term measure in our study did not need to be transformed to correct for this type of non-normality.
As the lower courts can only imprison up to a maximum of 24 months, and our sample is restricted to personal (violent) offences, this may have mitigated the extent of positive skew.
An examination of the histogram and skewness statistics confirmed that it was within acceptable limits. 9 Further, as our data consists of cases, we have clustering due to repeat appearances of the same defendants. (This is particularly an issue in the lower courts where defendants are processed more quickly). Thus, in both models, robust standard errors were estimated and reported. The distribution of the natural log of the length of term variable had a similarly skewed, but in the opposite direction. Logging increased the magnitude of kurtosis. Diagnostics showed that the errors in the length of term model were homoskedastic. This was the case, regardless of whether we modelled length without transformation, or the naturally logged length. Homoskedasiticity influences the estimated standard errors (and the estimated coefficients remain unbiased), so we calculate and report robust standard errors. We also estimated the model as a truncated regression to take account of the restriction on the range of the dependent variable. Although there were some differences in the magnitude of the estimated coefficients (larger), the direct of effects and the pattern of significance remained the same. Thus, we report the untruncated regression model as it is more conservative, and does not change our substantive interpretation. [Insert Table 3 about here]
Findings
Finally, given our research questions, the effect of being charged with a domestic violence offence is of particular interest. As reported in Table 3 Thus, this suggests that domestic violence is not treated as seriously as crime committed outside of intimate/familial relationship contexts.
To demonstrate the substantive impact of the presence of a domestic violence offence, we calculated predicted probabilities calculated under the direct effects model shown in Table 3 . Table 4 reports that change in the predicted probabilities in moving from one category (or value) to another category (or value) for each independent variable, after setting all other covariates in the model to their sample means. Recall that the observed (unadjusted) probability of an incarceration order is 10.28%. Offender background characteristics such as gender, Indigenous status and age have quite small effects on the probability of an incarceration order. For example, with all other factors set at their means, moving from being a male to being a female reduces the probability of an incarceration order, but the difference is 1.9%. For an average case, in comparison to offender characteristics, legal and case factors have a larger impact. The strongest predictor of an incarceration order is being released pretrial, where the percentage difference in the predicted probabilities is 42.9% between offenders remanded in custody compared to those released before trial. Finally, in the average case, changing from a non-domestic violence offence to a domestic violence offence means a difference of 1.00% (although this is a context of low use of incarceration orders).
[Insert Table 4 about here]
The influence of the presence of domestic violence on the length of sentencing is also shown in Table 3 Given the direct effects of the offender's socio-demographic characteristics, we re-estimated the incarceration order model for domestic violence-related offences only with dummy variables for each Indigenous/gender/age subgroup, net of all other controls used in the direct effects model reported in Table 3 . 10 Age was divided into two groups: young (offenders up to the age of 29 years) and older (offenders over the aged of 29 years). The choice of the age cut-off was based on the age categorisation used in Steffensmeier and others (1998). Table 5 reports how Indigenous status, gender and age jointly effect the decision to impose an Coeff. 1. The predicted probabilities were calculated from the logit model shown in Table 3 . For each calculation, the other variables in the model were at their sample means. 
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